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Thank you.





 





More information:





19648 participated in 1980 and 2004 with identical x-ray results.





The other 4 did not participate in the 2004 study so we have to rely on the 1980 result.  A change in diagnosis could affect the counts slightly.





 





If you have time before Monday, please review the revised information to CAST.  I sent it earlier today.





 





From: Brattin, Bill [mailto:brattin@srcinc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 2:53 PM
To: Hilbert, Timothy (hilbertj)
Cc: Benson, Bob
Subject: FW: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





Tim





 





NCEA has asked whether the change in diagnostic criteria for DPT (as described by Jim in your last e-mail) might lead to an inconsistency between cases of DPT in 1980 and in 2004.





Consequently, we think it would be good if Jim could check the x-rays for the following people who were DPT positive in 1980 and see if they would still be DPT positive using the revised criteria.





 





18036    DPT only in 1980





18216    DPT only in 1980





16920    LPT plus DPT in 1980





19648    LPT plus DPT in 1980





19982    LPT plus DPT in 1980





 





Let me know if the request is clear and, if so, is this something Jim can do in a relatively short time frame.





 





Thanks





 





 





************************************





Bill Brattin





SRC, Inc.





999 18th Street Suite 1150





Denver CO 80202





Phone:  303-357-3121





Fax:      303-292-4755





e-mail:  brattin@srcinc.com





 





From: Benson, Bob [mailto:Benson.Bob@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 1:26 PM
To: Brattin, Bill
Subject: RE: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





I think we should get clarification of the diagnosis of all who are listed as having DPT in 1980.  My list now has a total of 5.





 





18036    DPT only in 1980





18216    DPT only in 1980





16920    LPT plus DPT in 1980





19648    LPT plus DPT in 1980





19982    LPT plus DPT in 1980





 





Only a change in the first two can change the APT count so these are the most important.





 





From: Brattin, Bill [mailto:brattin@srcinc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 12:33 PM
To: Benson, Bob
Subject: RE: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





I have maintained a list of changes and it will be up to us (not UC) to get that added to the documents as appropriate.





 





You saw that I asked for and received an e-mail providing the justification for the guidance of what to do with discordant DPT diagnoses.





However, this does raise an issue...how many DPTs were there in 1980 and that we are still using that might not really be DPT based on the revised criterion for diagnosis?





Answer: there are 4 workers where we are using 1980 data only (i.e., not DPT diagnosis from 2004) and DPT is positive.  Of these, 2 are positive for LPT, so only two are potentially questionable for APT.





I do not consider that much of a problem. 





 





 





************************************





Bill Brattin





SRC, Inc.





999 18th Street Suite 1150





Denver CO 80202





Phone:  303-357-3121





Fax:      303-292-4755





e-mail:  brattin@srcinc.com





 





From: Benson, Bob [mailto:Benson.Bob@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:12 AM
To: Brattin, Bill; Berry, David
Subject: FW: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





How do you want to handle this request for documentation?





 





From: Christensen, Krista 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:07 AM
To: Benson, Bob
Cc: brattin@syrres.com; Berry, David; Bateson, Thomas; Kopylev, Leonid
Subject: RE: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





Sorry, one more thought – these changes in the outcome determination need to be documented, of course.  Is it possible to have UC maintain the record of the changes that were made (including date, motivation, evidence for reaching conclusions, etc.)?  on a similar note, I believe we had discussed earlier that UC would maintain documentation of changes which were made regarding the exposure data (removal of duplicates, correction of erroneous hire dates, and so on).  Do we have this documentation yet, and have we thought about how it will be incorporated into the assessment?





 





Thanks!





Krista





 





From: Christensen, Krista 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 11:57 AM
To: Benson, Bob
Cc: brattin@syrres.com; Berry, David; Bateson, Thomas; Kopylev, Leonid
Subject: RE: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





Hi Bob-





Thanks for forwarding this information.  So it looks like there was a notable change, for the few cases that we’d noted were discrepant between the two exam periods – do you think Dr Lockey’s recommendations (and the change in ILO definition) might impact the readings for the other workers, too? Hopefully not the case, but I don’t think we want to be in the situation of applying different definitions/level of scrutiny to a small number of workers, compared to the rest of the study group…





 





Krista





 





(Previous datasheet)





17289 – positive for LPT and DPT in 1980; positive for LPT and bilateral LPT (but not DPT) in 2004





17352 – positive for DPT in 1980, negative for DPT in 2004





17847 – positive for LPT, bilateral LPT, and DPT in 1980, negative for all in 2004





18733 – positive for LPT, bilateral LPT, and DPT in 1980;  positive for LPT and bilateral LPT (but not DPT) in 2004





19648 – positive for LPT and DPT in 1980, positive for LPT, DPT, and interstitial in 2004





 





 





From: Benson, Bob 
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 11:45 AM
To: Christensen, Krista
Cc: brattin@syrres.com; Berry, David
Subject: Clarification of Diagnoses





 





We received guidance from Jim Lockey on the workers with the conflicting diagnoses.  His recommendation is tied to the change in the ILO definition that DPT must include blunting of the costophrenic angle.





 





Here is a summary:





                Worker ID           1980                                       2004                                       Exposure to use for modeling





                17289                    LPT                                         LPT, Bilateral LPT              1980





                17352                    none                                     none                                     total duration of employment





                17847                    none                                     none                                     total duration of employment





                18733                    LPT, Bilateral LPT              LPT, Bilateral LPT              1980





                19648                    LPT, DPT                               LPT, DPT, Interstitial        1980





 





17847 was done earlier.











